Animals living in environments of different quality will have different expectations of their future reproductive success and survival. This may affect the individual's risk-taking behaviour as manifest in the cost of predation. We investigated the foraging behaviour of starlings, Sturnus vulgaris, when perceived predation risk varied between patches. Short-term food availability varied between treatments and long-term differences in perceptions of environmental quality varied between groups of individuals. This corresponds to variation in the three components of the cost of predation (P): the predation risk ( ); the change in reproductive value with energy gain ()F/)e); and the reproductive value or fitness factor (F). The birds showed that they experienced a higher cost of predation while using the risky food patches ( component) and in the high food treatment ()F/)e component). Furthermore, birds from a high-reward habitat revealed a higher P than birds from a poor habitat (F component). The results show that the costs of predation are possible to tease apart by using behavioural indicators. The method presented allows measurement of fitness prospects of individuals, which may have consequences for conservation, for example, to identify low-quality habitat.
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The fitness of an animal should be positively influenced by both increased energy gain and increased survival. In most cases the behavioural option that yields the highest energetic reward will not also be the safest option (Lima & Dill 1990) . This leads to a trade-off between energy gains and predation risk. For a foraging animal, the optimal behaviour may then vary both with the nature of the foraging patch, and with the animal's internal state (McNamara & Houston 1986; Houston et al. 1988; Mangel & Clark 1988) . State-dependent foraging emerges as a consequence of the cost of predation (Brown 1988 (Brown , 1992 Houston & McNamara 1989; Clark 1994; McNamara & Houston 1994) . A formal definition of the cost of predation involves three terms: the risk of predation ( ); the cost of being killed, which is the expected fitness if surviving (F); and the rate of change in expected fitness with energy intake (i.e. the marginal value of energy, )F/)e; Brown 1992; McNamara & Houston 1994). The cost of predation, P, measured in units of energy, is then P= F/()F/)e). Thus, the cost of predation is not the same as the risk of predation. An animal's allocation of time among food patches, its level of awareness of predation while foraging and the food density at which it leaves a foraging patch (giving-up densities of prey, GUD, Brown 1988) should respond to differences in predation risk, in fitness if surviving and in the marginal value of energy: , F, and )F/)e, respectively.
Through the cost of predation, the optimal behaviour of an animal should depend on its future expectations, which depend on the long-term quality of the environment (Olsson & Holmgren 1999) , as well as on short-term changes in environmental state (McNamara & Houston 1994) . Animals used to a habitat of a given quality may respond differently to animals used to a habitat of another quality when exposed to the same short-term environmental state (Wilson 1976). All else being equal, animals with a low expected fitness (F) should be willing to take higher risks and work harder to gain energy, whereas animals with high fitness expectations should be more protective about their lives (e.g. asset protection principle, Clark 1994). That is, their cost of predation (P) is higher, even when the risk of predation ( ) is the same.
Here, we are concerned with the patch use behaviour of European starlings, Sturnus vulgaris, in a closed economy (sensu Houston & McNamara 1989) feeding experiment. That is, only the experimental treatment and their own behaviour determined the starlings' energy intake, as they did not get any food outside the experiments. The
